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From the Desk of:

CITY OF

MENLO| Council Member Peter Ohtaki
\ PARK /

June 27, 2011

Citizens Redistricting Commission
901 P Street, Suite 154-A
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Please do NOT split the City of Menlo Park into Two Congressional
Districts

Dear Redistricting Commission,

You may not be aware that the Commission’s first draft map splits the City of Menlo
Park into two Congressional districts. Part of Menlo Park 1s in the San Mateo County
district, while western Menlo Park along with Atherton, Woodside and Portola Valley are
in the northern Santa Clara County district.

I highly recommend the Commission switch Redwood City (population 76,815)
northward into the San Mateo County Congressional district, and move Menlo Park
and East Palo Alto (combined population 60,181) southward into the northern
Santa Clara County Congressional district, and split the unincorporated area
between Menlo Park and Redwood City to achieve numerical balance. The
demographics are identical (see table below).

Community of Interest: Stanford/Silicon Valley

As T testified before the Commission on May 23™, Menlo Park is part of northern Silicon
Valley with Atherton, Portola Valley, Woodside, Stanford, Los Altos, Palo Alto, and East
Palo Atto. These cities have the common elements: many residents either work for or
provide services to the technology companies in Silicon Valley, and many residents are
affiliated with Stanford University. Sand Hill Road in Menlo Park is home to most
venture capital firms that finance Silicon Valley companies, and our city is the new
headquarters for Facebook, for example.

The natural ties among these cities are formalized in several ways: East Palo Alto, Menlo
Park and Atherton share a joint fire department, the Menlo Park Fire Protection District;
the “Tri-Cities” of Menlo Park, Palo Alto and East Palo Alto jointly work on common
issues, such as transportation, land use, crime, and jobs, among other issues; and the San
Francisquito Creek JPA that includes East Palo Alto, Menlo Park and Palo Alto.

- oo Park, CA 94025
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From the Desk of:

CITY OF

MENLO| Council Member Peter Ohtaki
\ PARK /

Proposed Change: Please Exchange Menlo Park/East Palo Alto with Redwood City

I recommend including Redwood City in the San Mateo County Congressional district,
and switching all of the City of Menlo Park and East Palo Alto (combined population
60,181) southward into the northern Santa Clara County Congressional district. In order
to balance the population of the two districts, the Commission can split the
unincorporated San Mateo County area between Menlo Park and Redwood City. The
demographics are identical (see table below)

2010 Census Total Asian & African-
Population  White Latino Pac.Isl. Amer,

Menlo Park 32,026 22,494 5,902 3,611 1,551

East Palo Alto 28,155 8,104 18,147 3,175 4,704

Combined MP+EPA 60,181 30,598 24,049 6,786 6,255
50.8% 40.0% 11.3% 10.4%

Redwood City 76,815 46,255 29,810 9,011 2,531
60.2% 38.8% 11.7% 3.3%

Please consider this proposed change to the Congressional district border. Please do
NOT split Menlo Park into two! I know the Commission wants to keep small and mid-
size cities together. Thank you very much for serving on the Commission!

Peter Ohtaki
City Council Member
City of Menlo Park

-- Menlo Park, CA 94025
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SR

From the Desk of:

CITY OF

MENLO| Councilwoman Kelly Fergusson
\PARK /

June 24, 2011

Citizens’ Redistricting Commission
901 P Street, Suite 154-A
Sacramento, CA 95814

Fax: 916-651-5711
Email: votersfirstact@crc.ca.gov

Regarding: June 10 draft Congressional Districts Flaws — Menlo Park Vicinity

Dear Citizens’ Redistricting Commissioners,

Thank you so much for volunteering to serve on the Citizens' Redistricting Commission.
Your service is greatly appreciated! Your task is not an easy one.

| want to bring to your attention problems with the draft US Congressional District lines
as they are currently drawn. While the State Assembly and Senate Districts appear fair,
the draft Congressional lines divide numerous communities of interest. | suggest
including more of the Emerald Hills / unincorporated Redwood City area with the
more northerly District, and grouping all of Menlo Park and East Palo Alto with
Atherton, Woodside, and Portola Valley with the more southerly District.

As you are well aware, city council members are non-partisan offices. | write to you
purely as a representative of the city (speaking as an individual councilmember), and as
a voice of related communities of interest.

First and foremost, the draft map splits Menlo Park. Over the past several decades, the
City of Menlo Park has worked very hard to create “One Menlo Park.” We are a richly
diverse community. Separating arguably the wealthiest section of Menlo Park from the
rest of the city works against the interests of the city as a whole.

Next, the draft map splits the “Tri-Cities” community of Menlo Park, East Palo Alto, and
Palo Alto. These three cities have a long history of working collaboratively together on
issues of transportation, land use, coastal (bay) flood management, crime, youth
development, jobs, education, and ecosystem preservation. The mayors and city
managers of the three cities meet on a quarterly basis. Splitting the cities apart would
dilute our unified voice.

B o Pork Ca 94025



Another community of interest split by the draft map is the San Francisquito Creek JPA.
In 1998, Palo Alto, East Palo Alto and Menlo Park suffered from devastating flooding.
Since then, these three cities have worked intimately together with the upper watershed
communities of Portola Valley, Woodside, and Stanford on a joint approach to Army
Corps of Engineers federal projects to manage flooding and flood risk. Splitting our
voice in Congress on this critical issue is an extreme detriment.

A further community of interest split by the draft map is the Menlo Park Fire Protection
District (MPFPD). The MPFPD serves all of Menlo Park, East Palo Alto, the Menlo Oaks
and University Heights area of unincorporated Menlo Park, and Atherton. Citizens work
collaboratively within the MPFPD on emergency preparedness and disaster response,
including the CERT program. These efforts all have federal components in which the
residents’ voice would be weakened under the draft map.

The draft map also splits education-related communities of interest. It splits at least
three school districts, including the Menlo Park City School District, Sequoia Union High
School District, and San Mateo County Community College District. On education-
related matters, the voice of the residents and students of these communities will be
significantly diluted.

The draft map splits the majority of Menlo Park from the city’s most influential business.
Menlo Park is known globally as the “Venture Capital Capitol of the World.” It is
unconsciounable to separate Sand Hill Road from the majority of Menlo Park with this
draft Congressional District map.

Finally, traditional power centers in the region include the north part of San Mateo
County and the south part of Santa Clara County. The south part of San Mateo County
and the north part of Santa Clara County have traditionally teamed together to provide a
counter-balance to these strong centers of political power. The draft maps undo the
traditionally moderating influence / benefit of grouping Menlo Park and East Palo Alto
with the other south San Mateo County communities along with the northern Santa Clara
County communities. The maps as drafted concentrate Congressional power too much
in northern San Mateo County and the San Jose/Sunnyvale/Santa Clara area.

In order to rectify splitting the numerous communities of interest outlined above, |
suggest: including more of the Emerald Hills / unincorporated Redwood City area
with the more northerly District, and grouping all of Menlo Park and East Palo Alto
with Atherton, Woodside, and Portola Valley with the more southerly District.

| intend to work with mapping experts that have been tracking the redistricting process in
the coming days, and will provide you with more specific geographic suggestions shortly.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Sincerely,

Kelly usson, Ph.D., P.E.

Councilwoman, City of Menlo Park

. -0 Park, CA 94025
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WINEGROWERS

of napa counly

June 27, 2011

Citizens Redistricting Commission
1130 K Street, Suite 101
Sacremento, CA 2581

Dear Commission,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment again on the redistricting plans for
California. The Winegrowers of Napa County, a non-profit organization
comprising of a diverse group of the largest as well as smaller premium wineries,
previously commented to the commission on May 20, 2011. The intent of that
letter was to emphasize the importance of maintaining Lake, Mendocino, Napa
and Sonoma counties in one district. For the reasons explained below this letter
stresses the paramount importance of maintaining Napa County within a single
district.

Winegrowers of Napa County would like the Commission to consider and
understand that the social and economic reach of the wine industry touches every
corer of Napa County. For example, the grape-growing and warehousing that
occurs in American Canyon is intimately linked with each and every Napa Valley
American Viticultural Area (AVA). Segregating our Winegrowers members’
wineries and vineyards from their warehousing, offices and bottling lines would
create unnecessary political divides when the regional interests remain unified.

In addition, farming in the north coast winegrowing regions is vastly different
from the agriculture practices of the Central Valley. All of Napa County is part of
this unique north coast premium wine region and must stay unified in interests
and political districts.

In order to ensure that our elected official is responsive to the voters in our
community, it is essential that our district be comprised of voters with similar
interests. Therefore, we ask you to recognize the significant agricultural, social
and economic importance of keeping all of Napa County in one district.

Winegrowers #f Napa County

C JENTETETH]
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Testimony of Napa County Supervisor Diane Dillon
California Citizens Redistricting Commission
San Francisco, CA — Monday, June 27, 2011

o First, please note that our Board of Supervisors submitted a unanimous
resolution to this Commission in support of two basic premises (all five
members of the Board were present for that vote):

o (1) Keeping Napa County whole — as one county — for Congressional,
Assembly and Senate districts, and

o (2) Keeping Napa County with counties or parts of counties that share
a community of interest, i.e., that represent the premium wine growing
area of California (and the United States).

e Anne Steinhauer of the Napa Valley Vintners testified to this Commission
on June 8" about proposed Congressional districts. She was invited to return
with a map that would show a district containing the community of interest
of the premium wine industry and its consequences on neighboring districts.

e [ am here to present that map. It is attached to this testimony as the
“Wine/Coastal District.”

o It only affects three of your districts — the ones referred to as North Coast,
Yuba, and YOSON. All we have done is to re-arrange the boundaries in
those three districts and NO other districts will be affected by this solution.

e We know Yuba is a Section 5 County and that is a concern for the
Commission. According to redrawca.org, our proposed Yuba District
contains higher minority Voting Age Population than both Yuba’s current
Congressional District and the Commission’s draft Yuba District.

e The consequences of this reconfiguration are:

Napa County is wholly within one district;

Marin and Sonoma Counties are in a more compact district;

The premium wine producing community of interest is together;
The coastal community of interest and North-South configuration is
maintained;

Yolo County is split into 2 districts instead of 3;

o Yuba’s Section 5 status is preserved and strengthened;

o O O ©

O

Napa testi mony Page 1 of 2



Marin/Sonoma District
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Wine/Coastal District: Del Norte, Humboldt, Trinity, Mendocino, Lake,
Northeastern Sonoma, Napa, Western Solano

Nevada
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Sacramento Valley/ Suburban Sacramento District: Yuba, Sutter, Glenn, Colusa,
Yolo {minus West Sacramento), Solano, western Sacramento
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Close-up of Solano split (Vacaville and
Fairfield)
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Close-up of Sonoma County Split {Cities of Cloverdale and Healdsburg,
Alexander and Knights Valley into wine district)
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The Chamben. . .a sufe hatbon for youn business
/

Dana Point, CA 92629

———r_
DMWCW— 06. 27 11T

Chamber of Commerce

June 21,2011 VL5¢ 24

At its June 13, 2011 meeting, the Dana Point City Council voted unanimously to object to the California
Citizens Redistricting Commission’s first round of draft maps for State Assembly and State Scnate district
boundaries relevant to Dana Point.. As part of that action the Dana Point City Council also unanimously
approved the attached Resolution, which opposes any state Assembly or Senate redistricting plan that
would (a) divide the City geographically and/ ot (b) place the City cutside of any statc Scnate or Assembly
districts that do not include our neighboring south Orange County cities.

The Dana Point Chamber of Commerce concurs with the opinions and the recommendations of the Dana
Point City Council to approve the attached Resolution. Under the current map draft, the City of Dana Point
would be split into two different State Assembly districts. The business community of Dana Point is better
served and has a stronger influence on pertinent issues with a unified representation in the State Assembly.
We strongly feel that our entire city should be grouped with other south Orange County cities for state
Senate and Assembly purposes because of the eommon issues these cities face as well as the strong
working relationships and cooperative arrangements they have developed over many, many years.

SECTION 1. The Council hereby formally opposes the redistricting proposal released on June 10, 2011 and
any other proposal by which the City is split into muitiple distriets.

SECTION 2. The City Council hereby formally opposes the redistricting proposal released on Junc 10,
2011, and any other proposal by which all, or any part of the City is not included the same Assembly and
Senate districts as most, if not all, of the cities traditionally considered to comprise "South Orange County"”
are located. ,

SECTION 3. The Mayor and City Manager, and/or their designees are hereby authorized to send letters and

or appear at meetings, and participatc in such other lawful aetivities as they deem necessary and appropriate
to advocate the above noted positions on behalf of the City.

On behalf of the Dana Point Chamber of Commerce, | would strongly and respeetfully request the
Commission to reconsider the state Senate and Assembly district boundaries proposed in the First Draft in
view of the eomments set forth above. 11, or any of the Chamber staff, can be of any further assistance or
answer any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us

Sincerely,

QUL

aura Quimet
Executive Director
- Dana Point Chamber of Commerce

www.danapointchamber.com



Page 1 of 1

xnegyorker

From: "Carol Russell"

To: "xnewyorker"

Sent: Monday, june 27, 2011 10:47 AM K
Subject: redistricting speech 6 26 2011 Oé . Qfl I ( .

June 27, 2011
Chair Yao and Commissioners,

'm Carol Russell and although a member of the City Council of the City of Cloverdale, I'm here as a voter
and a resident of Sonoma County who was also a long-time resident of Marin.

My concerns about proposed redistricting maps mainly center on retaining Sonoma County’s strong
historic and cultural “communities of interest” and ensuring that the voters who hold them are all well-
represented over the next 10 years.

| agree with Marin voters who argued for keeping their county intact because to do otherwise is to destroy
the very thing this commission is legally obligated to protect and even enhance: the integrity and the
viability of our state’s true communities of interest.

| urge that you keep Sonoma in tact AND within one Coastal District!

Every city, town and county, from the Golden Gate all the way northward, belongs to what | call the “101
Family” because that single highway forms the spine that supports the great bulk of our public and
commercial traffic, as well as providing our main route for public safety.

To toss the City of Santa Rosa into a gerrymandered Inland district is to remove from an historical family
of local, like-minded communities one that helped create and sustains Sonoma County.

Santa Rosa is not only our largest city it is the se@ \‘ﬁﬁur county government. To toss it out is to dilute the
strength of its efforts and those of the rest of us N authorities to bring in much-needed improvements
in interests that are not only common but essential-like public transportation.

We of the “Highway 101 Family” share many other common interests and ties, from protection of the
Russian River to our similar demographics, to our mutual economic development planning, to our
education system and much, much more.

We are also directly, you could say organically, related to the North Coast and so we need to remain with
our entire family!

Please, don't disinherit any of us,

Lastly, Commissioners, | know and appreciate how hard you are working. .. but this confusing process is
too often creating the unfortunate impression that redisricting is less about the interests of common
people and more about the common interests of politicians and bureaucracy.

Thank you

Carol Russell
]
Cloverdale, CA 95425

6/27/2011
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Been following you since march

We worked with a professional line drawer

I was speaker #6 on may 20th in SR

We submitted several map suggestions none of which were used on your 1st draft
maps.

| asked you to please try and keep Sonoma county as whole as possible as we have
been broken up over the years in all 3 Senate, Assembly & Congressional.

Not only did you break up Sonoma county in many ways but you also broke up our
largest city Santa Rosa. Santa Rosa is our county center and is the largest city north of
SF to the OR border. Ali the county supervisor offices are located here yet on every map
you produced you cut out Santa Rosa from Sonoma county which makes no sense.

| was watching the business meeting you had a few weeks ago on reviewing the first
draft maps, and you map drawer said something that was not true. I did call and email
right away that minute to let you know of the mistake but wanted to also point it out
here. Wikiup and Larkfield are a part of Santa Rosa. Your map drawer said they cut out
the cities of Wikiup and Larkfield but they are not cities they are areas inside of Santa
Rosa.

| really do find it very unfair that you keep chopping up Sonoma county and Santa Rosa
but continue to keep other places whole such as Marin County.

On your district Northcoast congressional map you go from the GG bridge all the way to
the OR border cutting out Santa Rosa. This seems so strange to me. Del Norte,
Humboldt and Mendocino have nothing in common with Marin county whatsoever.
Those in Mendocino county however do travel to Santa Rosa all the time to do their
shopping.

Please | beg you to consider the people of Sonoma county and the people of Santa
Rosa and not cut out the largest city center from Sonoma county.

I know you have a very hard job as when you change one line you have to change all
the rest of the lines to meet the numbers and percentages. But please keep
communities of interest together.

Several of us that spoke in SR on May 20th will be submitting suggested changes to
your first draft maps via email today in one letter.

Thank you for all your hard work and time and good tuck on the final maps.
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Christopher L. Bowman
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27 June 2011
SUBJECT: Request to adjust the boundaries of the EASTSF Assembly District

Hon. Connie Galambos-Malloy, Chair, and Members
California Citizens Redistricting Commission

901 P Street, Suite 154-A '
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Chair Galambos-Malloy and Commissioners

Based on electoral patterns of the past twenty years in San Francisco on issues related to the
LGBT Community, and the latest demographic data from the United States Census Bureau, [ am joining a
broad-based coalition of leaders of the LGBT Community of San Francisco to request that the
Commission readjust the boundaries of its EASTSF Assembly district so that the LGBT community is not
divided and its voting power not be diluted.

The first draft if Assembly districts approved by the Commission transfers approximately 33
precincts from the current 13™ AD (ak.a. district EASTSF) to the 12" AD (WESTSFDALY) from the
most highly concentrated LGBT neighborhoods of the City, and adds an equivalent number of precincts
into the 13™ AD from the Outer Mission district (Supervisor Dan White’s former Supervisorial District) .

The net result is that the ability of LGBT candidates, who have been elected in the 13" AD for
the past 15 years because of the fair redistricting of the Special Masters in 1991, will be significantly
impaired once the 13™ AD seat becomes vacated.

Background:

The LGBT community started to concentrate in the Upper Market/Castro district of San
Francisco in the early 1970’s. As more and more LGBT people emigrated to San Francisco, they settled
to the North, East, and South of the Castro in the neighborhoods of the Haight Ashbury, Cole Valley,
Corona and Buena Vista Heights, East of Twin Peaks, Dolores Heights, Noe Valley, Upper Noe Vallery,
Diamond Heights, and Glen Park — and ultimately in the Inner Mission, Bernal Heights, Potrero Hill,
South of Market, and Western Addition.

In 1974, the California legislature (under the guidance of Congressman Phil Burton) redrew the
district lines of 1966 (subsequent to the One Man/One Vote ruling of the Supreme Court). The LGBT
Community was split in two along Market Street and Castro for both the Assembly and Congressional
districts. In 1981, the dividing line was kept the same. In 1991, similar plans were passed by the
legislature, but vetoed by Governor Pete Wilson. The final redistricting plan was prepared by the Special
Masters appointed by the California Supreme Court.



The Supreme Court created two Assembly districts in San Francisco, the 12™ AD on the west side
of the City and the 13" AD on the east side of the City. The 13™ AD contained roughly 90% of the LGBT
community of San Francisco at the time.

The key boundary between the two districts ran down Stanyan Street from Fulton to Twin Peaks
Bivd., along Twin Peaks Blvd, which is the topographic divide of the City, and O’Shaughnessy down to
1-280. The boundary continued east on [-280 to Hwy 101, and then south to the Daly City border. It
separated the heavily LGBT Glen Park and Bernal Heights neighborhoods from the neighborhoods of the
Outer Mission (the Excelsior, Portola, Visitacion Valiey, and Sunnydale neighborhoods). These
neighborhoods in the Outer Mission were half of Supervisor Dan White’s supervisorial district in the
1970’s, and in 2000 and 2008, more than half of its voters voted in favor of Propositions 22 and 8 against
same sex marriage.

Prior to the 1991 redistricting, three LGBT candidates — Harvey Milk and Roberta Achtenberg
ran for the Assembly in 1976 and 1988, respectively, and Harry Britt ran for the Congress in 1987, and all
three candidates failed to win the Democratic Party primary by about 3,000 votes. This is because the
Community was divided due to the Burton gerrymander. After the 1991 redistricting, Carole Migden in
1996, Mark Leno in 2002, and Tom Ammiano in 2008 were elected to the 13™ AD because there was a
critical mass of LGBT voters in the new district.

While it is true that the concentration of LGBT voters in the Castro has dropped slightly as more
L.GBT people are dispersing throughout the rest of the City, that disbursement has not been uniform. It
has mostly moved to the West to the politicaily moderate homeowner neighborhoods west of Twin Peaks
Blvd. It has not gone to the Outer Mission to any significant degree.

The United States Census bureau just released last Thursday, 465 new tables of information
contained in the 2010 SF1 100% Data file, which provides data down to the Census Tract level. Included
in those tables is table PCT 15 — Husband-Wife and Unmarried Partners Household by Sex of Partner.

A sizeable majority of LGBT people do not belong to a Same Sex Unmarried Partners Household, but are
single, but the number of such households as a percentage of the total number of households in any
particular census tract is a good surrogate to identify where the concentrations of LGBT people are in any
City or neighborhaood.

There are no national numbers currently, since the Census has released the data for only a handful
of states, including California. In California, there are 64,625 male householders and male partners and
60,891 female householders and female partners for a total of 125,676 LGBT households out of a total of
12,577,498 households in the state. The percentage of LGBT households out the total households of the
State is 0.998%, In San Francisco, there are 7,630 male householders and male partners and 2,754
female householders and female partners, for a total of 10,384 LGBT households out of the total
households of the City or 345,811, The percentage of LGBT households of the total households of the
City is 3.003%.

In Census Tract 205, which runs from 17" to 21" Streets, and Castro west to Diamond,
18.42% of the total households are unmarried partners same sex househoids. In the East of Twin
Peaks Census Tracts, 204.01 and 204.02 (most of which are transferred from the 13" to the 12"
Assembly District under the Commission’s first draft, the percentage of unmarried partners same
xex households are 16.72% and 11.58%, respectively. Among the census tracts that the
Commission added to the 13™ AD from the Outer Mission (the Excelsior, Portola, Visitacion



Valley, and Sunnydale neighborhoods), the percentage of unmarried partners same sex
households ranges from 0.75% to 2.96% -- all below the Citywide average of 3.003%.

I’m certain that the Commission did not intent to dilute the LGBT Community’s ability to
elect a member of its Community to the Assembly, but that will be the result.

Please maintain the current boundary between the two Assembly districts in San
Francisco along Stanyan Street, Twin Peaks Blvd., and O’Shaughnessy, and not add any census
tracts south of [-280 into the EASTSF district, and to balance for population, move the northern
boundary between the two districts from Broderick to Arguello between Pacific and Fulton.

Sincerely,

Christopher L. Bowman

p.s., 'm attaching a color coded map showing ail 198 census blocks of San Francisco per the
2010 census, with those census blocks that are over 9% unmarried partners same sex households
in Red, and those below 1% in black. You will note that Twin Peaks Blvd., defines the western
edge of the Red census tracts.



Unmarried Partners, Same Sex Households (Table PCT 15)
2010 SF1 100% Data, United States Census Bureau

Color Coded Map prepared by Christopher L .Bowman
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California Conservative Action Group

I A'bany, CA 94706 06 .22.1L.W
MEMO
To: Citizens Redistricting Commission
From: CCAG Chris Bowman

RE: CCAG Bowman Revised Congressional Plan
Date: June 27, 2011
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1. Again, we f:nd Marin County in a district which stretches from the Golden Gate to the Oregon
Border bypassing not only Santa Rosa, but Cotati and Rohnert Park.

£. Those communities and the Valley of the Moon are included in a district which includes Yuba
County and the Sierra Foothills.

3. American Canyon is orphaned linked with North Highlands near Roseville.

4. In San Francisco, the 8th Co essmnal District needs to expand to include 87% of the City.
Rather than putting the OMI and nélgﬁporhoods south of I-280 {other than Vls:tag'on Valley
and Sunnydale) into the 12th CD, the first draft divides Twin Peaks neighborhoods in half, and
splits St. Francis Wood, West Portal, and Farest Hill. It also divides Diamond Heights and the
Outer Mission The only thing good about the proposed district is that it unites the Sunset
District into the 8th CD.

5. Inthe San Mateo district, Menlo Park is divided between two districts and connected to the rest
of the district bypassing Atherton and Redwood City.

6. Redwood City is linked with Scotts Valley in the SANMACSC district. They are connected going
up to Skyline, going east 50 miles and then south on Hwy 17 to make the connection.

7. In the CONTRACOSTA district, San Pablo and E! Cerrito which have more in common with other
blue collar towns of Pinole, Richmond, and Albany,are linked via the East Bay hills to the Contra
Costa portion of the middle class Tri-Valley area.

8. The rest of the Tri-Valley area in Alameda County is linked with the blue collar communities of

San Leandro, Union City, and part of Fremont.
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9. Adivided Fremont is combined with a divided downtown San Jose in another district.

Again, our revised Congressional Plan addresses all of these issues successfully.
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California Conservative Action Group

I - bany, CA 94706
MEMO

To: Citizens Redistricting Commission
From: CCAG Chris Bowman

RE: CCAG Bowman Revised Maps Summary
Date: June 27, 2011

#5 Hi, I'm 3 Uzaane. d a4 0 and I'm a member of the California
Conservative Action group from CAKLAND

In sum, we object to many of the districts drafted by the Commission because they violate criteria 3, 4,
and 5 of the State Constitution, namely, contiguousness , keeping Counties and Cities and Communities
of Interests whole, and drawing compact districts.

The biggest violation of both criteria 3 and 5 are the districts crafted for the San Joaquin Valley where
you have two Section 5 counties. In redistricting parlance, we talk about "dumb bell” districts. We aren't
referring to the people who created the districts or the people who live in them, but the shape of the
districts, where two large population centers are connected through miles of rural countryside.The idea
is to optimize the percentage of whatever group you are advocating for.

Such a tactic actually backfires when people from the same race or party end up running against each
other from the different population centers. They oftenl split the vote and candidates cana be elected
who don’t represent the values of the majority of the district.

It is far better to create compact districts in which people can work up the political ladder from City
Council, and the Board of Supervisors, to the Assembly, Senate, and Congress.





